In light of the extant literature, the aim of the current study was to compare adolescents' perspectives on mental toughness and its development across performance contexts, and to explore if such perspectives align with Bronfenbrenner's (2001) bioecological model.
toughness conceptualizations from sport settings, proposed that mental toughness was comprised of nine personal characteristics: belief, coping, focus, motivation, control, sporting intelligence, resilient attitude, personal values, and physical toughness. Connaughton et al.'s (2011) synthesis, whilst drawn from the extant literature from sport settings alone, offers a meaningful starting point from which to understand mental toughness beyond the homogeneous samples.
Previous research has provided an important foundation upon which to clarify our understanding of mental toughness, yet these conceptualizations are based primary on the viewpoints of adult athletes. As such, it is possible that these conceptualizations of mental toughness might not generalize to individuals from other developmental periods of life (i.e., adolescence). For example, mental toughness might be conceptualized differently by adolescents (approximately 11-18 years of age; e.g., Dubow, Huesmann, Boxer, Pulkkinen, & Kokko, 2006; Ericsson, Krampe, & Tesch-Römer, 1993; Johnson et al., 2007) because of the different demands (e.g., time demands) and personal pursuits (e.g., the search for social identity in adolescents) characteristic of this life stage. Research on resilience -a concept related to, but distinguishable from mental toughness (see, ) -highlights that the personal characteristics that facilitate human functioning during times of adversity can vary across different life stages (Ryff, Singer, Love, & Essex, 1998) .
Such knowledge foregrounds the contention that past conceptualizations of mental toughness are not necessarily generalizable to adolescents. Adolescence is an ideal development phase Running head: MENTAL TOUGHNESS IN ADOLESCENT PERFORMERS 5 in which to study mental toughness because it is a period characterized by more maturational, educational, and interpersonal challenges and changes than any other stage of life (Montemayor, Adams, & Gullotta, 1990) . The ability to not only successfully negotiate these challenges and changes, but to also thrive during them is consistent with the aforementioned definition of mental toughness.
Additionally, with research isolated to sport settings alone, it is difficult to generalize previous understandings of mental toughness to other performance contexts (e.g., academia, music). Although some scholars have speculated about the generalizability of mental toughness to other performance contexts (Colbert, Scott, Dale, & Brennan, 2012) , researchers need to empirically explore the merit of such contentions. According to Lazarus (2000) , all performance contexts are underscored by similar motivational (e.g., to score a top grade in a school exam), attentional (e.g., focusing on finger placement when playing the violin), and strategic (e.g., exposing opponent's weaknesses in invasion sports) elements that place cognitive demands on individuals. As such, it is possible that there are a group of personal characteristics that, in combination, allow individuals, regardless of performance context, to regularly perform to their abilities regardless of circumstances faced. However, it is difficult to be certain about such speculations without appropriate supporting evidence.
Considering that mental toughness could present variations between different life stages, researchers should consider how this construct is acquired from a developmental perspective. Gould and colleagues (Gould, Dieffenbach, & Moffett, 2002; Gould, Hodge, Peterson, & Petlichkoff, 1987) , have suggested that mental toughness is one of the central psychological traits key to the sustainment and attainment of performance standards. As such, an understanding of how to develop mental toughness is important for the fulfillment of individuals' performance capabilities. Drawing from broader psychological enquiry (Gottesman & Hanson, 2005) , human development is often recognized as being predicated on Running head: MENTAL TOUGHNESS IN ADOLESCENT PERFORMERS 6 by a combination of genetic predispositions (i.e., nature) and lived experiences (i.e., nurture).
In line with such knowledge, some researchers have contested that genetic factors determine differences in individuals' levels of mental toughness. However, the body of research that has theorized a genetic basis for mental toughness (Crust, 2007; Hardy et al., 2013; Mallett & Coulter, 2011 ) is small and, in the case of quantitative evidence (Horsburgh, Schermer, Veselka, & Vernon, 2009) , limited by the use of measures with unsubstantiated psychometric support (Gucciardi, Hanton, & Mallett, 2012) . More typically researchers (e.g., Connaughton, Hanton, & Jones, 2010; Weinberg, Butt, & Culp, 2011) have contested that the personal characteristics that comprise mental toughness are developed through lived experiences.
Researchers have identified more than 20 factors as contributing to the development of mental toughness (Connaughton et al., 2010; Connaughton, Wadey, Hanton, & Jones, 2008; Gucciardi, Gordon, Dimmock, & Mallett, 2009; Thelwell, Such, Weston, Such, & Greenlees, 2010; Weinberg et al., 2011) . Although a meaningful starting point, many of these factors are conceptually equivalent (e.g., mastery, skill mastery, and achievement of performance gains) and prompt the need for a clearer understanding of the factors that contribute to mental toughness development.
One approach for better understanding the interplay between nature and nurture, as well as clarifying the factors that contribute to the development of mental toughness is to draw on established theoretical models of human development. Although some researchers have proposed sport-specific models of mental toughness development (e.g., Bull et al., 2005) , the generalizability of such models to wider populations has yet to be determined. As an alternative, and to ensure the generalizability of a model of mental toughness development, we consider literature from broader fields of psychological enquiry.
Brofenbrenner's (2001) bioecological model is one such theory that has the potential to provide an integrative framework for previous research, as well as new findings pertaining to Running head: MENTAL TOUGHNESS IN ADOLESCENT PERFORMERS 7 mental toughness development (also see, Krebs, 2009a) . This model was selected over other general models of development at it represents a broad, robust theoretical foundation upon which to build an understanding of mental toughness development, as well as taking into account a number of key principles present in other developmental theories (see, Bronfenbrenner & Morris, 2006) . In accordance with the bioecological model, development is defined as "the phenomenon of continuity and change in the biopsychological characteristics of human beings" (Bronfenbrenner & Morris, 2006, p. 793) . Along with this definition, four properties serve as the foundations for elucidating how development occurs:
proximal processes, personal characteristics, ecological contexts, and time.
Proximal processes are described as the primary and direct producers of development and are posited within the bioecological model as the most substantive and theoretically significant property that drives development (Bronfenbrenner, 2005; Krebs, 2009b) . Such processes refer to the progressively more complex, reciprocal interactions that occur between developing individuals and their environments. In other words, enduring developmental changes, of both a functional and dysfunctional nature, occur in individuals following repeated encounters with experiences that challenge and continue to challenge learning, understanding, and ability. Examples of proximal processes from past mental toughness research include competitive and vicarious experiences, competitive and sibling rivalries, and challenging and demanding training environments (Butt, Weinberg, & Culp, 2010; Connaughton et al., 2010; Connaughton et al., 2008; Thelwell et al., 2010) . Personal characteristics, as described in the bioecological model, foregrounds the agentic role of individuals in their development. Bronfenbrenner and Morris (2006) asserted that human development is determined, in part, by three process-relevant personal characteristics: forces, resources, and demands. Forces refer to the temperaments and Running head: MENTAL TOUGHNESS IN ADOLESCENT PERFORMERS 8 motivations of individuals that promote both the degree and endurance of emotional and behavioural control. In line with the notion of personal forces, Connaughton and colleagues (Connaughton et al., 2010; Connaughton et al., 2008) reported that mental toughness was subject to development through athletes' heightened competitive drive and their insatiable desire and internalized motives to succeed. Resources pertain to the past experiences, skills, and intelligences of developing individuals. The notion of personal resources has also been highlighted in previous research exploring mental toughness development. In particular, researchers have highlighted that past successes, the ability to reflect on experiences, and knowledge of a wide repertoire of skills and strategies contribute to the development of mental toughness (Connaughton et al., 2010) . Finally, demands refer to the stimuli and information immediately available to others upon encountering developing individuals (e.g., gender, age, physical strength) and are presumed to influence development through social
expectations. An example of a demand characteristic from past mental toughness research includes physical toughness. Coaches may view athletes with high degrees of physical toughness as capable of enduring advanced challenges and more demanding activities and, as such, expose them to greater opportunities that would accelerate their development. In line with the bioecological model, personal characteristics "function both as an indirect producer and as a product of development" (Bronfenbrenner & Morris, 2006, p.798) . In line with this contention, we not only consider the agentic role of individuals in their development, but also how notions of forces, resources, and demands can help categories and explain mental toughness conceptualizations (hence the explicit use of the term, personal characteristics, in the definition of mental toughness presented above).
The third property detailed in the bioecological model as influencing development is ecological contexts. Ecological contexts refer to the physical and social environments that surround developing individuals and are theorized to constitute four principal systems: the Running head: MENTAL TOUGHNESS IN ADOLESCENT PERFORMERS 9 microsystem, mesosystem, exosystem, and macrosystem. The microsystem concerns the direct influence of others' and environments on the development of individuals (e.g, how parents rear their children). Mesosystem concern the affect of the relationship between two or more microsystems (e.g., the relationship between family and school) on the development of individuals. Exosystems detail how the relationship between microsystems and individuals or groups not directly involved in an individuals' life affect development (e.g., how the demands of work influences parents' time spent with their children). Finally, macrosystems refer to the features of the community or culture to which a developing individual belongs (e.g., community and cultural beliefs and practices surrounding social justice). The variety of these contexts illustrates that development is predicated on by individuals' direct interactions with individuals within their immediate environments, but also the activities occurring in broader contexts that do not necessarily involve them. Thelwell et al. (2010) , in a study with elite gymnasts, identified that mental toughness development was not only predicated by athletes' interactions with individuals from their immediate social environments (i.e., microsystems), but also interactions between ecological contexts such as family and club environments (i.e., mesosystems), as well as societal expectations (i.e., macrosystems).
Finally, the bioecological model includes time as a property that affects development.
Historical (e.g., past events, such as compulsory education, that have altered trends in academic curricular) and personal (e.g., age of entry to sport, age of first music lesson) events are two ways in which time is argued to influence development. In other words, it is not only the occurrence of events that influence individuals' development, but also when they occur.
Similar notions have been purported in mental toughness literature. For instance, Connaughton and colleagues' (2010; illustrated that the factors that contribute to mental toughness development varied as athletes specialized in their chosen sport. Taken together, the properties that underscore the bioecological model appear to have the potential Running head: MENTAL TOUGHNESS IN ADOLESCENT PERFORMERS 10 to provide an integrative framework for previous research, as well as new findings pertaining to mental toughness development.
In light of the information detailed above, the first aim of the current study was to investigate adolescents' perspectives on mental toughness and its development across different performance contexts. Investigating adolescent performers' perspectives provides an opportunity to alleviate methodological concerns of previous research (i.e., retrospective recall bias; Connaughton et al., 2010; Connaughton et al., 2008) , as well as contribute substantive insights into the personal characteristics considered most important during a critical developmental stage. The inclusion of multiple performance contexts in the current study also advances the literature by extending the focus of mental toughness research beyond sport settings alone. It is for these two aforementioned reasons that we undertook exploratory research as opposed to reviewing the extant literature. We believe our attempts to address the limitations of previous research and advance understanding beyond sport settings alone will garner new evidence about mental toughness and its development and, as such, serve as a meaningful and contemporary foundation upon which to address the second aim of the study. The second aim of the current study was to investigate the utility of the bioecological model as an integrative framework useful for understanding mental toughness and its development in adolescent performers.
Method Participants
Two independent single-sex high schools (one all boys; one all girls) were contacted to participate in the study. Both schools were purposely selected based on their publicly recognized high performances across sport (i.e., both schools consistently placed within the top three in regional inter-school sport competitions), academia (i.e., both schools were categorized as 'substantially above' the national average according to the Australian Running head: MENTAL TOUGHNESS IN ADOLESCENT PERFORMERS 11 Curriculum Assessment and Reporting Authority, 2012) and music (i.e., both schools consistently placed within the top three in regional and national inter-school recitals). This approach to recruitment is consistent with qualitative methodologies (Lincoln & Guba, 1985; Patton, 2002) and previous mental toughness research (e.g., Jones, Hanton, & Connaughton, 2002 ).
Because of their knowledge of the student body, faculty Deans (i.e., Dean of Sport, Dean of Music, Dean of Studies) at each school were asked to identify pupils from sport, academia, and music to participate in the study. The following description was provided to these staff to guide their selections: "Individuals who regularly perform to or around the best of their abilities regardless of circumstances faced -positive, negative, or otherwise." This description, consistent with and adapted from mental toughness definitions (Coulter et al., 2010; Gucciardi et al., 2008; Jones et al., 2007) , was selected because it avoided the use of wordy and complex academic jargon and directed school staff past norm-referenced high performers toward self-referenced high performers (i.e., those who perform to or around the best of their abilities). It was deemed important to qualify mental toughness as a selfreferenced concept to garner information from individuals who were not categorized solely as 'elite' performers. This qualification is supported by research findings in sport that highlight that 'elitism' is not necessarily indicative of positive or sustainable growth (Schaal et al., 2011 ) and also addresses a major criticism of past mental toughness research (Andersen, 2011) .
Eighteen adolescents (9 boys, 9 girls, Mage = 15.6 years, age range: 13-17) were recruited to participate in the study. Three male and three female adolescents represented each context (e.g., 3 male and 3 female musicians). One male participant represented both sport and academia. Participants who represented sporting domains competed in the highest or second highest level of competition for their age group in inter-school competitions (e.g., 
Procedure
Institutional ethical approval and participant and parental consent was obtained prior to the commencement of data collection. The study consisted of two semi-structured focus group interviews with equal numbers of participants separated by gender (e.g., 9 female adolescents: 3 musicians, 3 students, and 3 athletes). Focus groups were selected for two reasons (Vaughn, Schumm, & Sinagub, 1996) . First, focus groups provide a non-hostile environment where individuals often feel encouraged to voice their own opinions, especially in the presence of unfamiliar social agents (e.g., the focus group coordinator). Creating a nonhostile environment was important considering the participants' ages, as adolescents are more likely to conform with others if they feel socially uncomfortable (Costanzo & Shaw, 1966 ).
As such, adolescents participated in focus groups with peers from the same school, as it was believed that this would likely create a safe and comfortable social environment. Second, focus groups were selected as they often encourage deeper thought as individuals are presented with ideas that they may disagree with (and therefore have to argue against) or that they may not have contemplated previously (and therefore have to integrate with their own beliefs). For this reason each performance setting was equally represented in an attempt to generate discussions both between and within performance groups.
To facilitate focus group discussions, a brief worksheet, developed in line with performance profiling procedures , was used initially to elicit the personal characteristics that participants believed allowed them to regularly perform to or around the best of their abilities regardless of circumstances faced. These characteristics were categorized under the heading "emergent characteristics." In line with performance profiling procedures and to form a robust understanding of adolescents' perspectives, participants were then asked to consider the opposite pole of these emergent characteristics. These personal characteristics were categorized under the heading "opposite characteristics". Subsequent to this task, participants were requested to provide definitions of both the emergent and opposite personal characteristics they recorded. As a guide, and before attempting the worksheet, participants were presented with a worked example of an unrelated topic (i.e., the qualities of a 'good friend'). Following the completion of the worksheet, the focus group coordinator led a discussion to elucidate participants' perspectives and opinions about the personal characteristics and definitions they had recorded. An example question included, "how does
[personal characteristics] help you in your performances, if at all?"
The worksheet activity was followed by group discussions about what factors contributed to the development of the identified personal characteristics. Participants were first asked to generate a list of factors that they believed contributed to the development of the personal characteristics they reported. As a group, participants were then probed about how such factors contributed to the development of specific personal characteristics listed during the worksheet activity. An example question included, "how, if at all, does [factor] contribute to the development of the list of personal characteristics discussed before?"
Approximately 2 weeks after the focus groups 7 adolescents (3 male: 1 sport, 1 music, 1 sport and academia; 4 female: 2 academia, 2 music) were invited to participate in follow-up 1-1 interviews. The intention of these 1-1 interviews was not to increase the breadth of information gathered during the focus groups, but rather to garner deeper perspectives about mental toughness conceptualizations and development. To service this aim, participants were selected based on their abilities to articulate and think critically about their points of view (as deemed by the research team following inspection of the focus group transcripts and in consultation with the faculty Deans at each school). The purposeful selection of informationrich cases for the purposes of enhancing the depth of knowledge of a research field is supported in commentaries about best practices in qualitative research design (Patton, 2002) .
The established relationships with participants following the focus groups facilitated 1-1 interviews appeared to encourage participants to think critically about their responses, further servicing the aforementioned aim.
Prior to the commencement of the follow-up interviews, the lead author and a thirdparty researcher -both trained in qualitative methodologies -devised a set of questions pertaining to the development of the personal characteristics believed central to performing to the best of one's abilities based on transcripts from the focus groups. These questions were then presented, discussed, and altered as deemed necessary by the second and third authors. 
Data Analysis
The focus groups and individual interviews were transcribed verbatim (55 pages of single-lined text) and coded using a four-stage interpretative phenomenological procedure (Storey, 2007) . This procedure was employed because it allowed participants' responses pertaining to personal characteristics to be analyzed in an inductive manner. Stage one of the procedure involved the reading and re-reading of transcripts (and, in this case, worksheet responses as well), and the journaling of notes relevant to the text. The second stage involved returning to these notes to identify themes that integrated participants' phenomenologies (i.e., their subjective understandings). Single words or short phrases that summarized and conveyed meaning were written alongside the notes from stage one. The third stage involved the linking of themes and identification of thematic clusters. The analysts (i.e., the first and second author, as well as a third-party researcher) categorized words and phrases from the previous stage together based on apparent similarities. In the fourth stage, the actions from the previous three tasks were compiled and presented in summary tables (see Table 1 and 2).
Following this four-stage procedure, factors thought to contribute to mental toughness development were analyzed alongside the four properties of the bioecological model (i.e., proximal processes, person factors, ecological contexts, and time).
Trustworthiness
Three traditional techniques were employed to ensure trustworthiness of the data (Lincoln & Guba, 1985) . First, two researchers -the first author and a third-party researcher (unaware of the aims of the study) -both experienced with qualitative research methods independently analyzed the data. This initial round of transcript assessments revealed 80% agreement between the two analysts. Subsequently, the second author made comments about discrepancies and, together, the three analysts discussed their interpretations of the data until consensus was reached. Finally, a detailed overview of the results was presented to all participants following analysis. Participants were asked to reflect on and verify the accuracy of the analysts' interpretations. Participants voiced no disagreements during this presentation.
Results and Discussion
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We begin this section with an overview of the personal characteristics identified by participants across performance contexts, employing notions drawn from the bioecological model to help categorise each. Subsequently, the factors that emerged from the interviews as contributors to the development of these personal characteristics are then discussed. These findings are then interpreted in light of the bioecological model. Finally, general conclusions about the findings of the current study are discussed, especially with regards to the unique contributions of the research and proposed directions for future research.
Personal Characteristics
Nine personal characteristics emerged from the data collected during the worksheet activity. They included four personal forces -persistence, drive, high self-expectations, and support seeking -and five personal resources -forethought, social intelligence, heightened awareness, self-belief, and optimistic thinking (see Table 1 for descriptions, opposite poles, and representative quotes of each). In line with the bioecological model, personal forces were characterized by temperaments and motivations of individuals that promote both the degree and endurance of emotional and behavioural control. Further, personal resources were characterized by the past experiences, skills, and intelligences of developing individuals. No personal demands were reported by participants, which is contrary to previous mental toughness research. A possible speculative explanation for this omission may be that adolescents are naïve about how characteristics such as their age and gender influence the actions of those around them and, as a consequence, affect their development.
Despite the omission of personal demands, the nine personal characteristics reported were otherwise consistent with previous research that has examined mental toughness in sport. Self-belief (cf. belief), drive (cf. motivation), heightened awareness (cf. sport intelligence), optimistic thinking (cf. resilient attitude) and high self-expectations (cf. attributes are unlikely to be deemed important to performances in non-athletic pursuits (e.g., music, academia). Second, even within athletic pursuits, if physical attributes are everchanging, as they are during adolescence, performers may be more inclined to place greater value on more stable personal characteristics, especially those under their control.
Additionally, the notion of a disciplined focus, which has appeared in numerous past conceptualization of mental toughness and which is theorized as central to performance contexts (Lazarus, 2000) , was only discussed by participants from sport and music settings.
For this reason, it was not included in the final conceptualization. It is possible that a disciplined focus is central to performing to the best of one's abilities, but only in settings where external distractions (e.g., audience noise, the conductor, opponents) are salient during performance, as in sport and music settings.
Forethought, social intelligence, and support seeking were unique personal characteristics that emerged in the current study. The emergence of forethought may be due to the perceived increased demands on time characteristic of adolescence (e.g., de Anda et al.,
2000; Hilbrecht, Zuzanek, & Mannell, 2008) . Further, the emergence of social intelligence and support seeking in the current study may be explained by the increased importance placed on social identity and social roles during adolescence (Keating, 2004; Montemayor et , 1990; Susman & Rogol, 2004) . Adult samples from previous mental toughness research may not have identified these personal characteristics because they had already undergone and resolved such experiences and, therefore, did not view them as salient to facilitating their performances. Taken together, our findings suggest that a core group of personal characteristics contribute to the attainment and sustainment of performance standards and that such personal characteristics are consistent across performance contexts and diverge from those thought important by adult athlete samples.
Developing Personal Characteristics
Four higher order themes -significant others, supportive social processes, critical incidents, and curiosity -emerged as the factors believed to contribute to the development of the aforementioned personal characteristics. Supportive social processes were further characterized by four lower order themes (autonomy, encouragement, challenge, and role modeling), whereas critical incidents encompassed three lower order themes (early successes, varied experiences, and failures/setbacks). Significant others and curiosity were not categorized by any lower themes. Table 2 includes definitions and representative quotes of each theme. As with the participants' perspective of the key personal characteristics, considerable consistencies were observed between the adolescents in terms of the factors they believed contributed to mental toughness development. These findings provide preliminary support for the contention that the development of personal characteristics that comprise mental toughness appear to share consistencies across performance contexts. To elucidate these contentions further, the findings of the current study are interpreted in light of the tenets of the bioecological model.
Integrating Participants' Perspectives with the Bioecological Model
The four tenets of the bioecological model -proximal processes, personal characteristics, ecological contexts, and time -were visible in the participants' discourse. supported by theory and research on curiosity from broader psychology domains (Kashdan & Steger, 2007) . It is important to note that curiosity was viewed as a factor that influenced the development of, but that did not conceptualize mental toughness. The notion that personal factors are both producers and products of development is consistent with the bioecological model (Bronfenbrenner & Morris, 2006) .
The identification of significant others and the description of how supportive social processes contributed to mental toughness development was consistent with
Bronfenbrenner's detailing of ecological contexts, or the physical and social environments that surround developing individuals. Participants highlighted that individuals such as parents, siblings, teachers, coaches, and peers (i.e., significant others) were instrumental in the development of the aforementioned personal characteristics through the types of support they demonstrated (i.e., supportive social processes). Bronfenbrenner, in his bioecological model, stressed that the immediate environments that surround individuals (i.e., microsystems) have a profound effect on development. There were also suggestions from the participants' discourses to support the role of mesosystems and exosystems in the development of mental toughness. For example, role modelling illustrated how individuals, groups, and contexts, could interact, independently of the developing individual, to facilitate mental toughness development. For example, one participant described how his siblings role modelled persistent behaviors in his chosen sport, "I saw my brothers rowing in the first VIII and pushing themselves so hard, that inspired me" (i.e., mesosystems)", but also how his father role modelled similar actions in his work, "dad just manages to keep pushing himself so hard through his work and I've always found that inspiring" (i.e., exosystems). The results limited awareness of the processes that do not closely include or affect them, but that may still contribute to their development.
Time, or the onset of events, in particular critical incidents, was viewed by participants as pertinent to mental toughness development. The reference to early successes indicated that not only were positive experiences viewed as central to the development of mental toughness, but just as central was the timing of such experiences. Further, there appeared a critical phase by which failure and/or setbacks needed to be experienced to develop mental toughness. As examples, one male athlete stated, "more recently, I think the failures that I have had have motivate me more than my successes", whilst one female musician commented, "if you win everything, then when you lose you won't know how to learn from your mistakes, you won't know how you have to improve". This finding, in particular those pertaining to failures and setbacks, comes as a surprise, as intuitively and empirically (e.g., Boekaerts, 1996; Folkman & Lazarus, 1985) negative experiences are more likely to be associated with developmental disruptions. However, it is possible that not only the experience, nor timing, but also personal factors such as a curious disposition, determine the likelihood that failures/setbacks will contribute generatively to individuals' development (Krebs, 2009a) . Based on participants' perspectives, if individuals are exposed to failure/setbacks -and/or successes for that matter -at inopportune times then mental toughness development is likely to be impeded. With the aforementioned in mind, time is an important addition to person-environment interactions that facilitate mental toughness development. Participants made no reference to historical time, but, as before, this may be 
General Conclusion
This study is among the first to examine adolescents' perspectives on mental toughness and its development in three performance contexts, thereby providing an insight into the generalizability of previous work that has been conducted primarily with elite, adult athletes. Unique to the current study was evidence for three personal characteristics not previously reported in mental toughness research with adult athletes (i.e., forethought, social intelligence, and support seeking). The emergence of these personal characteristics in the current study suggested that mental toughness is conceptualized differently depending on developmental brackets to which individuals belong. Specifically, compared to adults, adolescents appear to require a group of personal characteristics that more closely reflect the Running head: MENTAL TOUGHNESS IN ADOLESCENT PERFORMERS 23 developmental milestones they are pursuing (e.g., social and self-identity) in order to regularly perform to or around the best of their abilities regardless of circumstances faced.
Most notably, however, the factors reported as contributing to the development of mental toughness were largely consistent with established theory. The utility of the bioecological model (Bronfenbrenner, 2001) for interpreting participants' perspectives paves the way for a deeper understanding of and investigation into mental toughness development.
The congruence between participants' perspectives and the tenets of the model provide preliminary support for the utility of a PPCT interactional approach in future research, as opposed to biasing environmental factors alone. Our findings reveal that, for example, whilst individuals might be exposed to meaningful environmental factors (e.g., task challenges), the influence of such factors on mental toughness development may be in vein unless coupled with adequate support from significant others, a curious disposition, and timed appropriately.
Additionally, due to the lack of evidence for particular aspects of the model (i.e., certain ecological contexts and historical time), future research could explore how environments and events that indirectly affect adolescents influence mental toughness development, if at all.
The current study extended upon past research by considering mental toughness and its development in populations beyond those previously considered. Despite this contribution, future research is needed to overcome the limitations of the current study. Specifically, the current study examined adolescence as a broad developmental group. However, some scholars have theorized that development, particularly in performance contexts such as sport, can be separated into smaller developmental brackets (Bloom, 1985) . As such, future research could explore mental toughness development in both younger and older adolescents.
Another limitation of the current study was the consideration of the perspectives of adolescents from higher socio-economic backgrounds. Have a negative outlook on life.
Note. S = Sport; A = Academia; M = Music; numbers in parentheses indicates how many participants, by context, reported each emergent and opposing personal resource. My family is pretty musical and that made me determined to be as good as them.
They gave me a lot of self-belief because they had done so well. Note. S = Sport; A = Academia; M = Music; numbers in parentheses indicates how many participants, by context, reported each developmental factor.
